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On the "Missing" Portion in the Astasahasrika Prajnhadparamita 


Seishi KARASHIMA 


The series of editions of Buddhist Sanskrit texts, Buddhist Sanskrit Texts, Darbhanga 
1958~1970: The Mithila Institute of Post-Graduate Studies and Research in Sanskrit 
Learning, of which vols. 1, 2~7, 10~12, 17~23 are edited by Parashuram Lakshman Vaidya 
and vols. 8, 9, 13, 14, 16 are edited by S. Bagchi, are easily accessible and, therefore, used 
universally by Buddhist students throughout the world. However, anybody, who works on a 
Buddhist text seriously, may soon realise that these editions are not always reliable, as they 
are not always faithful copies of the excellent editions, compiled by dedicated 
Japanese, Indian and Western scholars of the golden age of Buddhist philological 
studies, namely forty years around the turn of the 20" century, though the editors of the 
series maintain their faithfulness. Therefore, when I happen to find a title of this series 
in the bibliography of a book or an article, my evaluation of the seriousness of that 
particular work decreases automatically, let alone a translation made from an "edition" 
of this series! 

In 2011, I published A Critical Edition of Lokaksema’s Translation of the 
Astasahasrika Prajfaparamita jJBtTARA BOE, Tokyo 2011: International Research 
Institute for Advanced Buddhology, Soka University (Bibliotheca Philologica et Philosophica 
Buddhica XII). For its preparation, I compared, almost word-for-word, the three Sanskrit 
editions, a Tibetan translation and seven Chinese ones. At times, I checked an old Sanskrit 
manuscript from Nepal as well. The Sanskrit editions, which I consulted, were: 

Astasahasrika Prajha@paramita, ed. Rajendralala Mitra, Calcutta 1887~1888: Royal 
Asiatic Society of Bengal (Bibliotheca Indica 110). (abbr. R) 

Abhisamayaélamkar Gloka Prajfidpdramitavyakhya: The Work of Haribhadra, together 
with the text commented on, ed. U. Wogihara, Tokyo 1932: The Toyo Bunko; 
Reprint: Tokyo 71973: Sankibo Busshorin. (abbr. AAA) 

AstasGhasrika Prajfiaparamita with Haribhadra’s Commentary called Aloka, ed. P. U.. 
Vaidya, Darbhanga: The Mithila Institute of Post-Graduate Studies and Research in 
Sanskrit Learning, 1960 (Buddhist Sanskrit Texts, no. 4). (abbr. AS) 

Wogihara simply copied Mitra’s edition of the scripture, while Vaidya changed Dandas and 
Samdhis frequently and thus, "standardised" the Buddhist Hybrid Sanskrit text, following the 
Classical Sanskrit rules. 

During my preparation of the above-mentioned work, I found that one long portion is 

wanting in all the three Sanskrit editions, namely R. 465.1, AAA 874.4, AS 229.30. 
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In Mitra’s edition, p. 464 ends with “sravakayani-” and the next page starts with 
“gatam arhantam”. He did not comment on this omission, even though his edition was 
made very carefully, with added footnotes here and there. 

However, Wogihara realised this and wrote: “Acc. to the commentary some 
passages are wanting” (p. 874) in the footnote given to the word “sravakaydani-”. What 
he meant by this, was that some passages were wanting, as Haribhadra had commented 
on them in his commentary. Thus, Wogihara just edited Haribhadra’s comments here 
(p. 874). After that, the reading in Mitra’s edition is quoted, starting with “gatam 
arhantam”. 

Vaidya’s edition reads: srdvakayani ... gatam arhantam’ 

His footnote (p. 229) on sravakayani is as follows: 
“Tt appears that some portion of the text after sravakayani° is missing in all Mss. The 
commentator Haribhadra notes sravakayanikanam as a pratika and gives explanation 
of ksana, lava etc, though the available text does not contain these words here.” 

Anybody, reading this, might believe, naturally, that the manuscripts of this scripture 
lack this portion, though Mitra did not say anything about this omission. Perhaps, 
students and scholars have not questioned this, as Vaidya stated confidently “missing in 
all Mss.”. As well as this, Mitra’s edition, published in 1887~1888, is difficult to access. 
Therefore, it was natural for the Japanese translators of the Sanskrit Astasahasrika 
Prajtaparamit@ to have translated this "missing" portion from the Tibetan translation 
instead’. Also, an eminent Japanese specialist of the Prajfiadpdramita scriptures, 
Takayasu Kimura, who edited the Paficavimsatisahasrika Prajfiaparamita’, wrote an article, 
entitled “On the Omission and its Filling in the Astasahasrika Prajfiagparamita@” in which he 
tried to restore the "missing" portion from the quotations, found in the Siksdsamuccaya and 
its parallels in the Pafcavimsatisahasrika Prajfapdramita and the Satasadhasrika 
Prajfiaparamita. When writing this article, he checked only the manuscripts of these two 
Prajiiaparamitd scriptures, preserved at the Library of the University of Tokyo, but did not 
examine any manuscript of the Astasahasrikad Prajhaparamita also preserved there. 

As | wrote above, it is strange that the very careful Sanskritist, Rajendralala Mitra, did 
not mention the omission in his edition. It is also strange that the last word of p. 464 ends 
with “sravakayani-” (with a hyphen!), which would suggest a continuation to the next 
word at the top of the next page, but p. 465 begins with “gatam arhantam’”, which does 
make any sense. 

Therefore, I have consulted the relevant portion (folio 221 verso 4~folio 222 
verso 3) in a palm-leaf manuscript of the Astasahasrika Prajfapdramita, preserved 


' The original is written in Devanagari. 

> Hassenju Hannyakyé /\ 7 SAKE, translated by Ytichi Kajiyama (#2 #E—) and Teruyoshi Tanji (FE 
NR 2z), Tokyo 1974~1975, 71980: Chad Koronsha 22 /Asa tL; Tokyo 22001: Chad Kiron Shinsha P227A5% 
Hitt, 2 vols. (Daijs Butten KFE(AH 2, 3). 

3 See op. cit. p. 289, 1. 15~p. 291, 1. 15; cf. p. 391f,, n. 171. 

* PaficavimSatisahasrika Prajfidparamita, ed. Takayasu Kimura, Tokyo 1986~2009: Sankibo Busshorin, 6 vols. 

° Takayasu Kimura 7\#} 7H, “Hassenju Hannya bonpon no ketsuraku to sono hoten” /\ --RRAIEAR OD KE 
& € OSH, in: Taisho Daigaku Ségé Bukkyd Kenkyiijo Nenpd KIEKF#KG IAB SEPT ER 7 (1985): 
228~219 (1~10). 
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now in the Library of the University of Tokyo, no. 47°. In it, the "missing" portion can 

be found and it reads as follows:’ 
“(221 verso 4) sacet tvam Ananda! éravakayanikanam pudgalanam éravaka- 
bhtimau dharmam desayes tasyam ca dharmadesana(221v5)yam ye 
trisahasramahasahasre lokadhatau satvas te sarve arhatvam saksat kuryus 
tathapi tvaya me sravakena dharmacakrapravarttananupravarttanato 
dharmadeSayaté Sravakakrtyam na krtam syat sacet punas tvam Ananda 
bodhisatvasya mahasatvasya ekam api prajfiaparamita(222rl)pratisamyuktam 
(read: °ktam) dharmam desayeh samprakasayeh evam aham tvaya Sravakena 
dharmacakrapravarttananuvarttanato dharmam deSayanato aradhitah syan. na tu 
taya paurvikaya dharmadesanaya yaya te trisahasramahasahasre lokadhatau 
sarvasatva arhatvam prapitas. tesam carhatam yad danamayam 
punya(222r2)kriyavastu silamayam punyakriyavastu bhavanamayam 
punyakriyadvastu tat kim manyase Anandapi nu sa bahu punyaskandhah?” | 
Anandah aha | “bahu bhagavan! bahu sugata!” bhagavan aha | “tata sa Ananda! 
Sravakayanikah pudgalo bahutaram punyam prasavati yo bodhisatvanam 
mahasatvanam prajfiaparamita(222r3)pratisamyuktém (read: °ktam) dharmam 
degayati. ato (’)pi sa Ananda! bahutaram punyam prasavati yo bodhisatvo 
mahasatvo ’parasya bodhisatvasya mahasatvasya prajfiaparamita- 
pratisamyuktam dharmam deSayati | antasa ekadivasam api tisthatv 
Ananddikadivasam antatah (read: antagah) purobhaktam api. tisthatv 
A(222r4)nanda! purobhaktam api. tisthatv Ananda! purobhaktam desgitah | 
antasa ekanalikam api ekanalikantaram api va tisthatv Ananda! ekanalikantaram 
antaSo muhirttam api tisthatv Ananda! muhiirttam antaga ekalavam api tisthatv 
Ananda! ekalavam antasa ekaksanasamnipatam api yo hy A(222r5)nanda! 
bodhisatvo mahasatvah aparasya bodhisatvasya mahdsatvasya ekaksanalavam 
api prajfiaparamitapratisamyuktam dharmam deSayanty ayan tato ’tibahutaram 
punyam prasavati | idam hy Ananda! tasya bodhisatvasya mahasatvasya 
dharmadanam sarvasravakapratyekabuddhayanikanam (222v1) pudgalanam 
kusalamilany abhibhavati || evam Ananda! kusalamilasamanvagato bodhisatvo 
mahasatva evam etat kusalamila<m> samanvaharann asthanam etad 
Anandanavakaso yat sa bodhisatvo mahasatvo vivarttetanuttarayah 
samyaksambodher nditat sthanam vidya(222v2)te” || atha khalu bhagavams 
tasyam velayam tathartiipam rddhyabhisamskaram abhisamskrtavan yatharipena 
rddhyabhisamskrtena tas catasrah parsado bhiksubhiksunyupasakopasika- 
devanagayaksagandharvvasuragarudakinnaramahoraga manusyamanusya va 
sarve te (222v3) buddhanubhavenAksobhyam tathigatam arhantam ... 

I asked a colleague in Beijing as well to examine the microfilms of a palm-leaf 

manuscript of the same text, formerly kept in the Library of the Cultural Palace of the 


* See Seiren Matsunami, A Catalogue of the Sanskrit Manuscripts in the Tokyo University Library, Tokyo 
1965: Suzuki Research Foundation, p. 22. 


’T should like to express my gratitude to Dr. Jird Hirabayashi for his kindness in correcting my reading of the 
manuscript. 
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Nationalities, Beijing. It also has the "missing" portion. Therefore, it might not be necessary 
to check the manuscripts, which P. L. Vaidya maintained he had checked. 

The length of the "missing" portion is the same size as a page of Mitra’s edition. Most 
probably, he gave his manuscript, including the missing page (it should have been p. 465), to 
the publisher, but somehow the latter lost that particular page and without noticing it, pp. 464 
and 465 were paginated as they are now. Thus, it was not ancient scribes of the Sanskrit 
manuscripts but a modern publisher who missed this portion. The editor of this volume in the 
Buddhist Sanskrit Texts is responsible for misleading later scholars by his statement “missing 
in all Mss.”. My above-stated reaction upon finding a name of an edition of this series in a 
reference of somebody’s work is, thus, not unfounded. 
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